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ABSTRACT
This study investigates whether there is a 
relationship between the quality of the compositions 
produced and the selection of a topic which allows 
or does not allow the use of the subjects' 
background knowledge. In addition to that, it 
investigates the relationship between background 
knowledge and the level of writing proficiency as 
they affect the quality of the compositions.
The study was conducted at Anadolu University. 
The students at two intermediate classes were chosen 
as subjects and three sets of data were collected 
for the study. Firstly, at the beginning of the 
study base line writing samples were collected for 
all of the subjects. Secondly, since the effect of 
background knowledge of the subjects on their 
writing proficiency was the focus of the study, 
subjects' background knowledge about possible final 
writing topics was measured via a word association 
test at the beginning also. Finally the last step 
of data collection was the collection of final 
writing samples on the topic determined by the word 
association test. The writing samples produced by 
the subjects were scored holistically by two scorers 
by using the ESL Composition Profile to determine 
the effect of background· knowledge on the subjects 
writing proficiency.
The collected data were analyzed from different 
aspects. In order to test the first hypothesis, the 
effect of background knowledge on writing
proficiency the initial writing scores of the 
subjects were compared with the final writing scores 
by background knowledge level. Two analysis were 
done, one dividing the subjects into low, medium and 
high background knowledge levels and one dividing 
into high and low background knowledge levels. In 
neither the results were significant.
The second hypothesis which stated that there 
would be a relationship between the level of writing 
proficiency and level of background knowledge was 
tested by comparing the final test scores of 
subjects with low and high writing proficiency. 
Also, their distribution by background knowledge 
levels was analyzed.
In order to see the effect of background 
knowledge on the subcomponents of the holistic 
rating scale initial and final test scores of 
subjects with different background knowledge levels 
were compared.
Finally, a matched-pairs t-test was run to 
compare the gain scores of high background knowledge 
subjects with the low background knowledge subjects.
The statistical results indicate that the 
independent variable had no effect on the dependent 
variable: selecting topics about which subjects 
have background knowledge had no significant effect 
on increasing their writing proficiency.
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND AND GOALS OF THE STUDY
1.1.1 WRITING; THE IGNORED SKILL
When we learn a second language we learn 
to communicate with other people: to
understand them, talk to them, read what 
they have written and write to them.
(Raimes, 1983, p. 3)
Communicating with others is not the only 
reason for learning to write. What are the other 
reasons? According to Raimes (1983) writing helps 
our students to learn the language they are 
studying. First, writing gives our students the 
opportunity for practising the grammatical 
structures, idioms, and vocabulary that they have 
been taught. Next, when they write, they use the 
language beyond the limitations of the expressions 
they have learned. Third, when they are writing,
they use the language to talk about their own ideas, 
and feelings, so they are more involved with the new 
language. They feel that the new language is more 
familiar to them, because it is a tool for
expressing themselves.
Despite this fact, writing is the most ignored 
language skill in education. As Leki (1990) says, 
most of the time when students write in a second 
language the main purposes of the writing activity 
for teachers are to catch grammar, spelling and 
punctuation errors of the students, or to give 
students practice on recent grammar points. On the
contrary, the researcher and others believe that the 
purpose of writing should be to help the students to 
communicate their thoughts, and feelings, not to 
practice grammar.
Leki also points out that there have been
changes in attitudes about the role of writing in
teaching a second language. Now, writing is as
important as other skills (reading, speaking and
listening) and it is no longer considered as a
practice activity for grammar. It is very well
understood that, besides its importance, writing is
the most difficult objective of language study.
Producing meaning through writing requires 
more effort than recognizing meaning 
through listening or reading. Ulhat can be 
said aloud cannot be expressed as easily 
or quickly in writing; besides deciding 
what to say, the writer must follow the 
convention of spelling and punctuation 
that will make the message understandable 
to others. Also, while a speaker can use 
gestures, the listener's reactions, and 
other face to face communication aids, a 
writer must work harder to express meaning 
to an unseen audience. (Dixon and Nessel,
1983, p. 83)
Because of the importance and difficulty of 
writing, instructors have been dedicating quite a 
high number of their class periods to improving this 
skill of their students. They have been teaching 
the basics of writing— rhetoric, usage, punctuation, 
spelling— to their students. But still there is 
something missing, because most of the instructors 
continue to mention "poor student writing" as a 
serious problem be solved.
1-1.2 THE IMPORTANCE OF TOPIC SELECTION
In most cases the problem for the students 
while writing an essay of any type is not knowing 
"what to write". This problem arises due to the 
topic selection of the writing teachers. As 
Hoetker's informative review (1982) indicates, 
people who are concerned with assessing writing want 
to be sure that a given topic will elicit a writer's 
best work. Research on topic selection proves that 
particular topic characteristics help students to 
produce better writing. If this is true, a 
treatment on framing topics may help to increase 
students' proficiency in writing.
Research projects have been designed to study 
the selection of topic and its effect on the quality 
of student writing. As Hillocks (1986) says in 
Research On Written Composition. studies of topic 
have focused on the differences in cognitive demands 
on the background information supplied and the 
rhetorical context supplied to the writer. 
Greenberg (1981) examined the effects of topics 
which she differentiated as 'low-or-high cognitive 
demand tasks' and 'low-or-high experiential demand 
tasks' on the writing proficiency of the subjects.
Since the research indicates that selecting a 
good topic is important in increasing students' 
proficiency, teachers spend a lot of time on 
selecting good topics. As Raimes (1983) points out, 
a useful source that is often overlooked for framing
the topic is the students themselves and their 
interests.
Dixon and Nessel (1983) also emphasize the use 
of personally meaningful topics in increasing the 
quality of students' writing: "base student writing 
on personally meaningful topics. Just as dictation 
is based on relevant, experience-based topics, 
writing also should stem from what is of interest 
and familiar to the student" (p. 88).
Most of the time this is not the case. 
Teachers select topics without taking students' 
opinions into consideration. According to Leki 
(1990) this condition has changed and she points out 
this change and the control of students' on writing 
courses:
now students are writing about what they 
are interested in and know about, but most 
especially, what they really want to 
communicate to someone else, what they 
really want a reader to know. This desire 
on the part of the writer to communicate 
something is very, important because if it 
is already difficult to function in a 
foreign language, it is more difficult for 
students to write if they are required to 
write about something they have no 
interest in, when, for example, they don't 
have enough information on a subject to 
write about it or they simply have no 
particular desire or reason to communicate 
information. (p. 3)
The quotation indicates that topic selection 
must be based on the interests and knowledge of the 
students; only in that case students will be 
interested in writing and the difficulty of the task 
will be decreased. In addition students are aware 
of the fact that writing is a way of communication
and they want to select the information they want to 
communicate to the reader. Also they can give this 
information if only they have it; otherwise they 
will have nothing to share with the reader.
1.1.3 CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE PROFESSION
It is the researcher's experience that besides 
being the most ignored language skill, writing is 
also the most disliked course among the students. 
They never show interest in writing classes. The 
reason for this may be students being forced to 
focus on correct grammar, punctuation, and rhetoric. 
Teachers spend a lot of time on these issues and 
expect their students to produce writing which is 
correct in terms of these aspects. As a result of 
this, most of the time students are good in grammar, 
punctuation,, and rhetoric. Their problem lies in 
not knowing 'what to write', because the teachers do 
not point out the importance of content in students' 
writing, and they do not focus on developing their 
students' ability in producing writing samples which 
are good in content, also. It is believed that 
this study will partly solve this problem of the 
students, because the purpose of this study is to 
discover if controlling topic selection aids 
students in writing better compositions, to increase 
their interests, and therefore their proficiency in 
all aspects of their writing.
1.2 STATEMENT OF RESEARCH QUESTION
1.2.1 THE RESEARCH QUESTION
The question addressed in this study is: is
there a positive relationship between the selection 
of a topic which enables students to use their 
background knowledge and the quality of the 
composition produced? A secondary question is: Can
students at a lower writing proficiency level take 
better advantage of topics that allow them to use 
their background knowledge and therefore write 
better compositions than students with a higher 
writing proficiency level?
This study aimed to find out the relationship 
between the writing proficiency of the students and 
their background knowledge. In other words, the 
change, increase or decrease, in the proficiency of 
the students in their writing when the topic allows 
them to use their background knowledge, was 
measured.
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1.2.2 DEFINITIONS
Two terms that will be used in this study are
experience and background___knowledge. Some
researchers regard experience as a broader term 
which also overlaps background knowledge. For 
example Arapoff (1975) defines experience as any 
knowledge acquired either' first hand (direct
actions) or second hand (through reading or
hearsay). Judy (1980) includes hopes and fears.
wishes and ambitions, past events in a person's life 
when he is defining experience.
On the other hand, background__knowledge is the
knowledge gained from secondary sources, not through 
direct performance, for example by reading books or 
newspapers or through hearing from others. For 
example, a person may have no experience about 
living in England, but he may have rich background 
knowledge about the life in England because of 
reading about it. However, the distinction is far 
from clear, so for this study experience and 
background knowledge will be used interchangeably.
1.3 HYPOTHESIS
1.3.1 NULL HYPOTHESIS
There were two null hypothesis tested in this 
study.
1. There is no relationship between the quality 
of the compositions produced on a final test and the 
selection of a topic which allows or does not allow 
the use of the subjects' background knowledge.
2. There is no relationship between the level 
of writing proficiency and the quality of the 
compositions produced on a final test which allows 
the use of the subjects' background knowledge.
1.3.2 EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS
There were two experimental hypothesis tested 
in this study.
1. There is a positive relationship between the 
quality of the compositions produced on a final test 
and the selection of a topic which allows the use of 
the subjects' background knowledge.
2. There is a positive relationship between the 
level of writing proficiency as measured on the 
initial writing test and the quality of the composi­
tions produced on a final test which allows the use 
of the subjects' background knowledge.
1.3.3 IDENTIFICATION OF VARIABLES
Dependent Variable: writing proficiency of the sub­
jects.
Independent Variable: A topic which is related or
not related to the subjects' experience.
Moderator Variable: Writing proficiency level (high
vs. low) of the subjects.
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1.3.4 DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES
Writing proficiency: How well students can
communicate in writing. In other words, his -or her 
competence in the use of language for expressing his 
or her feelings, ideas through writing. The level 
of writing proficiency of the subjects was
determined through the use of a holistic scoring 
scale.
iQSic__related__te__background___knowledge: The
topic on which students write allow the students to 
use their background knowledge when composing.
Their background knowledge on the. topic was measured 
by a word association technique.
1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE METHODOLOGY
1,4.1 SUBJECTS
This study was designed to include subjects who 
had an intermediate language proficiency level. The 
study started with fifty-one native Turkish
subjects. They were prep class students in the 
English Language Teaching Department of the 
Education Faculty of Anadolu University, in
Eskişehir, Turkey. The ELT department was selected 
because English is the main objective of these 
students, therefore subjects from this department 
had a language proficiency level high enough to be 
subjects for this study. Since this study was 
designed to focus on the writing skill, language 
major students were selected as they had previous 
training in writing.
1.4.2 METHODOLOGY
Three sets of data were collected:
1. Initial writing samples for all subjects at the 
beginning of the study,
2. a measurement of the background knowledge of the 
subjects via a word association test in order to 
determine the topic of the post test, also at the 
beginning of the study,
3. a final writing sample on the topic determined by
10
the'Word association test.
1.4.2.1 INITIAL WRITING SAMPLES
In order to control for the effect of 
experience on the initial writing sample, a pretest 
topic which was related to the subjects' previous 
experience was selected. All of the subjects wrote 
about an event that happened in their life. There 
was a prewriting activity which lasted for 15 
minutes. Since the topic was very general, they 
needed some guidance to focus on a specific event to 
write about. Research shows that talking about a 
topic before writing may help students to shape 
their ideas, so the teacher of the subjects 
discussed the topic with the subjects. The 
subjects then wrote for 40 minutes, and afterwards 
were asked to revise their compositions. Total 
treatment time was 90 minutes, 15 minutes for 
prewriting, 40 minutes for the first writing and 35 
minutes for the revision. There were no limitations 
placed on the niimber of words or genre for the 
composition.
Subjects handed in their compositions, which 
were then scored holistically, that is for overall 
effectiveness of the communication. The ESL 
Composition Profile (Jacobs at al., 1981) (Appendix 
A) was used for scoring. This instrument focuses on 
five areas; content, organization, vocabulary, 
language use, and mechanics. In order to insure
reliable and objective scoring two EFL teachers 
scored the writing samples. They were trained in 
using the ESL Composition Profile before they scored 
the compositions.
1.4.3.2 CONTROL OF BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
The background knowledge of the subjects was 
measured by a word association technique (Langer, 
1981). Word association (see 3.4.2) is a technique 
designed to measure students' knowledge about a 
topic by determining what they associate with that 
key word or phrase. The reasoning behind this 
technique is that, topics about which students 
possess considerable knowledge should elicit 
numerous associations, while those topics about 
which students possess little or no knowledge should 
elicit very few, if any, associations. Students 
simply write down as many words as they can think of 
in association with a key word. The subjects were 
given three key phrases, political changes in 
Russia, Europe and the world, and were asked to list 
words which they associate with these key phrases. 
These phrases were selected, in order to control the 
sex variable. Presumably males and females would be 
equally interested in these topics.
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1.4.3.4 FINAL WRITING
The selection of the topic of the final writing 
was based on the results of the word association
test. The procedure for the final writing 
followed the pattern of the initial writing. There 
was no discussion of the topic. Total writing time 
given to the subjects was 75 minutes, 40 minutes for 
writing the first draft and 35 minutes for the 
revision. Subjects were reminded about the 
importance of revision as mentioned in the pretest. 
Again there were no limitations on word order or 
genre.
Scoring for the final writing was the same as 
for the first compositions, that is they were scored 
holistically. The compositions were scored with the 
double blind technique in order to prevent the 
effect of researcher expectancy.
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1.5 STATEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS
Expectations for this study were as follows;
1. Subjects in the background knowledge were 
expected to equal or exceed their initial writing 
score.
2. Subjects in the low background knowledge 
group were expected to have lower scores on the 
final test as compared to their initial writing 
score.
3. Background knowledge subjects were expected 
to achieve higher scores in the final than the low 
background knowledge subjects.
1.6 LIMITATIONS
This study has the limitations listed below.
1. This study is limited to intermediate level 
students of Eskişehir Anadolu University ELT 
Department.
2. Only background knowledge and experience were 
used as treatment variable to measure the quality of 
compositions.
3. The genre of the compositions is not dealt with. 
Students were free to create their own types.
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1.7 OVERVIEW OF THE ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES
The collected data were analyzed from different 
aspects. In order to test the first hypothesis,the 
effect of background knowledge on the writing 
proficiency of the subjects, writing proficiency of 
high background knowledge subjects were compared 
with low background knowledge subjects.
For testing the second hypothesis, final 
writing scores of subjects with high writing 
proficiency were compared with final writing scores 
of subjects· with low writing proficiency. Also 
their distribution in levels of background knowledge 
was analyzed.
In order to see the effect of background 
knowledge on the subcomponent of the scale initial 
and final test scores of subjects with different 
background knowledge levels were compared.
In addition, a matched-pairs t-test was run to
compare the gain scores of high background knowledge 
subjects with low background knowledge subjects
14
1.8 ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS
This thesis includes five chapters. In the 
first chapter the background to the problem is 
discussed. In this part, the problem, the purpose of 
the study its assumptions and limitations, and 
definitions of the basic terms used in this study 
are introduced.
The second chapter reviews the literature
relevant to study.
The third chapter explains the details of the 
research design, the selection of subjects, data 
collection and data analysis.
The data obtained from the tests administered 
to the groups are statistically calculated and
interpreted in chapter four.
Chapter five discusses the statistical
interpretations and makes suggestion for further 
research.
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
CHAPTER 2
2.1 BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE AND RELATED RESEARCH
Throughout our life we learn a lot of things
either through our personal actions or by reading or
observing, and we store this knowledge in our mind.
The process that enables people to store this
knowledge in their minds is called "Cognitive
Structuring", which is defined by Readence et al.
(1989) in Content Area Reading as;
a term used to describe the way in which 
an individual stores experiences and 
concepts. In such structuring, each
individual forms a system of categories 
based largely on common cultural and 
experiential patterns. Such categories 
serve to aid an individual in organizing 
and understanding experiences by promoting 
an efficient memory search of prior 
experiences during problem-solving tasks.
(p. 20)
Each individual has categories of concepts related 
to his culture; for instance, the category system 
related to marriage is not the same for a Turkish 
and an American. Related to his customs and
traditions a Turkish person has a rich category 
system related to marriage as does an American, but 
they are different. These category systems help the 
individual in searching the knowledge needed.
The information which already exists in the 
mind of the individuals in category systems is 
available to cope with the information, so teachers 
should use these systems in their instructions. The 
importance of background knowledge was first taken
into consideration in analyzing the comprehension of
reading passages. It is known that a learner's
prior knowledge of a topic facilitates future
comprehension. The theory that attempts to describe
the comprehension process in terms of how we cope
with familiar situations is schema theory.
According to Tannen (1979) a schema is the set of
presuppositions about the knowledge of the world and
the way things get done which sets up ’structures of
expectation' in the encounter. Clark and Clark
(1977) defined schema theory as a "kind of mental
framework based on cultural experience into which
new facts are fitted" (p. 168)
Everybody has different experiences depending
on the environment, both cultural and natural, he
lives in. As a result of this, the prior knowledge
of each individual differs. A person who lives near
the sea will have more background knowledge when
compared with a person who has never been to the
sea. On the other hand the background knowledge of
a person who is interested in marine biology will be
more than the person who lives by the sea and has
never been to the sea. So interest also determines
the amount of background knowledge about something
like the environment. Therefore, the amount of
background knowledge also' varies from person to
person. As Readence et al. (1989) states
"richness of background knowledge
constitutes an important individual
difference in our students. Richness of 
background knowledge in part, therefore.
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determines the extent to which a text can 
be comprehended by a given individual”.
(p- 21)
This indicates that every student cannot be expected 
to comprehend a given passage at the same level 
because their comprehension will be parallel with 
the amount of their background knowledge.
Some researchers talk about types of schema. 
For example, Carrel 1 (1987) divides schema into two
kinds: content schema and formal schema. Content
schema is the knowledge which is related with the 
content domain of the text. On the other hand,
formal schema is the knowledge of the formal, 
rhetorical structures of various kinds of texts.
Most of the knowledge related to formal schema is 
gained during education at school, but formal schema 
related to newspaper style, for example, may be
gained out of the classroom also. On the contrary, 
content schema is gained in daily life in addition 
to formal education. Students are likely to be 
equal in their formal schema, to a certain extent, 
because they pass the same steps in their formal
education. However, more interested or better
students may elaborate their formal schema out of 
class as well. Although there are differences 
between individuals' formal schema, content schema 
is likely to vary more.
Schema theory is also important in the field of 
second language acquisition- As Ellis and Roberts 
explain in Second language acguisition in context,
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negotiating some basis of sharedness of 
schema is crucial to effective
interaction. Studies of inter— ethnic
communication suggest that lack of shared 
schema in interaction are more likely to 
lead to communication breakdown than 
differences and difficulties at the level 
of linguistic code. (1987, p. 24)
Although a person who is acquiring a second language
has difficulties related to the linguistic code, he
can overcome this problem, but when the problem is
related to lack of schema, it is impossible to solve
this problem. The only way is to supply the
required schema related to the communication.
The relationship between background knowledge
and writing has also been the focus of research.
When talking about production factors for writing
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982) point out a set of
subprocesses which include searching memory,
recognizing relevant information, and evaluating
verbal statements.
The study designed by Scardamalia, Bereiter, 
and Woodruff (1980) was similar to the present study 
in some ways. They interviewed fourth- and sixth- 
grade children to find the topics children know a 
lot or a little about. Children were asked to 
decide about the topics they know and would like to 
talk about. However, the children could not manage 
to select their own topics, so the topics were 
selected by the researchers. The children were able 
to provide significantly more content for their 
familiar topics than for unfamiliar ones when asked 
to plan what they would say in their compositions.
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and when asked to itemize content which was relevant 
to the topic but which they would not include- 
However, when the researchers examined the 
children's actual compositions according to six 
different dimensions, they found no differences in 
quality between those on familiar topics and on 
unfamiliar topics- This study suggests that writing 
on a familiar topic affects the production of
content only- When other aspects of the writing 
samples were compared, there was no difference
between the compositions written on familiar topics 
and unfamiliar topics-
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2.2 DISTINCTION BETWEEN EXPERIENCE AND BACKGROUND 
KNOWLEDGE
Experience and background knowledge are the two 
terms used interchangeably in this study- During 
the literature review conducted for this study it 
become apparent that the literature does not 
distinguish these two terms clearly- In most cases 
"experience" and "background knowledge" are used
interchangeably- According to some of the
literature, background knowledge is a subcategory of 
experience, as Arapoff (1979) states "By experience 
I mean all thoughts— facts, opinions and ideas—  
whether acquired first hand (through direct 
perceptions and/or actions) or second hand (through 
reading or hearsay)." Other researchers do not 
define experience and background knowledge
explicitly. For example, Baskoff (1981) gives
examples of topics like "the first day in the 
university", which is a personal act of the
individual, to explain what she means by experience. 
Moffet and Wagner (1976) also modify experience with 
the word "individual" which suggests that they 
accept Baskoff's definition; experience is direct 
actions of the person. For Judy (1980) "experience" 
includes hopes and fears, wishes and ambitions, past 
events in a person's life. Although Barret (1987) 
does not define both experience and background 
knowledge he gives an example sentence related to 
background knowledge "The most hated person in Rome 
and the outpost of its Empire was the tax collector" 
(p. 72). From this sentence it is clear that he is 
talking about the information that is gained via 
reading, hearsay. Although a distinction between 
experience and background knowledge is recognized by 
most researchers they do not define it clearly. So 
for this research they will be used interchangeably.
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2.3 BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE AND WRITING
Writing is the process of using language 
to discover meaning in experience and to 
communicate it. (Murray, 1978, p. 86)
The relationship between language, thinking and
experience has recently received strong emphasis by
researchers. Most of the time language is
considered as the mirror of thought, so errors in
language are regarded as errors of thinking and they
should be avoided. For teachers of the nineteenth 
century, forms of language like grammar and rhetoric 
were more important than ideas and content. As Judy 
(1980) says "In the 20th century, psychologists and 
linguists like Piaget, Jung, Langer, and Chomsky 
have described the relation between language and 
mind, and thinking and speaking or writing" (p. 38). 
Judy also says although language reflects thought, 
they do not correspond one to one. The past
experiences and language one has learned shape and 
influence perceptions. Thinking, experiencing and 
languaging form an eternal triangle, and they affect 
each other. Everyday this triangle grows, because 
everyday each person has new experiences through his 
senses, by reading or watching TV, for example. 
Part of those experiences are synthesized in a 
language based process and become a part of a 
person's storehouse. When people face a new problem 
or issue, they consult their storehouse of 
experiences in order to find a solution. This 
activity is thinking. In the end, people sometimes
create language about their ideas for both 
communicating with others or self examination. This 
process gains its energy due to two reasons, first 
people need to understand their experiences, and 
second they nee.d to share these with other people. 
People like sharing their experience with others and 
writing is a way of doing this.
In addition to the relationship between
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language, thinking and experience, Britton (1970) 
emphasizes the relationship between talking, reading 
and writing.' According to him, good writers are the 
product of good talk, reading and writing. What 
comes first— the basis for the other two— is the 
"good talk". "Good talk" arises from a variety of 
first-hand experiences and the opportunity to 
express feelings, observations, and thoughts about 
those experiences. Writing is another form of 
communication and since oral communication is based 
on the expressions of experiences, they can also be 
used in written communication and the product may be 
"good writing" which is the target of all of the 
writing teachers.
The basic problem students have in their 
writing classes is not knowing 'what to write'. 
When a topic is assigned students work hard to find 
something to write about. Most of the time 
generating ideas is the hardest part of their 
writing process. Students have to search their 
memory for the relevant information about the topic. 
According to Britton (1975), during the pre-writing 
period writers analyze, synthesize, and interpret 
facts in relation to their point of view. He states 
that a writer's past experiences and frames of 
references serve to color facts which have been 
gathered. Having some information in mind to start 
writing with increases the interest of the students. 
As Perl (1980) says.
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writing is affected by the mode of 
discourse specified- Students write more 
and with greater fluency and satisfaction 
when their writing involves them 
personally, while they write with less 
facility when the writing is more 
objectified. (p. 45)
Since the hardest part of writing is generating 
ideas to write, when topics which allow students to 
use their experiences are assigned, it will be 
easier for them to write-
Baskoff (1981) also mentions the importance of 
experience in helping students to find ideas to 
write about: "The paragraphs I use are based on 
topics that the student can identify with and that 
are within the range of his personal experience. He 
can thus call upon his own experience and 
information- This means he always has what to say" 
(p. 159)
Moffett and Wagner (1976) explain the rationale 
for using experience in writing as "most of adult 
writings are based on memory writing". So there is 
nothing wrong with using it in the classroom as raw 
material. Moffett and Wagner also believe that it 
should become a central part of the curriculum- 
They add that the process involved leads to an 
externalizing of what normally happens within a 
person- The problem with using experience in 
writing is students not knowing how to use 
experience in their writing. They believe that 
students need to "learn how to tap memories for 
their fresh material and how to select and shape
this material into compositions" (Moffett and 
Wagner, p· 329).
When writing which is based on experience is
discussed, narrative writing in which students'
write about their 'summer holiday' is often assumed
to be the only likely genre students can use. In
fact, experience can be used in all sorts of
writing, as Arapoff (1975) states:
Writing is most importantly a purposeful 
selection and organization of experience.
This includes all kinds of writing, for 
all have a purpose and an organized body 
of selected facts, opinions or ideas. How 
clear the purpose and how relevant and 
well organized the facts, determine the 
effectiveness of the writing- (p- 233)
Also students may not base their whole essay on
experience. In fact, they may use it in some parts
of their writing, but not others. For example
Barret (1987) points out that background knowledge
may be used in the introduction part of the
composition, but not others- He divides the
introduction part into three sections, an initial
focus on the subject, a further clarification of the
subject, and a controlling idea. While mentioning
ways of doing the initial focus and further focus,
she points to the use of background knowledge.
According to her, if the students use their
background information in the initial focus they can
develop further focus by using background
information also. For example, if the students use
s sentence like, "The most hated person in Rome and
the outpost of its Empire was the tax collector" in
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the initial focus, they may use some information 
which will elaborate or support this information in 
the further focus (p. 72-73).
Moffett and Wagner also believe that using 
experience must not be limited to describing the 
experience. They suggest three ways for using
experiences in students' writing.
1. spontaneous memory writing
2. expanding one incident into detail
3. selective abstracting
As they say, students can be asked to write about 
their memories, and in addition, they may be asked 
to develop one event into details. This method may 
help them to improve their creativity. The third 
way, selecting and abstracting, may help them to 
search their memory for the relevant information 
when they write about other topics.
Developing an approach which is based on 
experiences proves that using experience is not 
limited to writing narrative paragraphs, since a 
writing coursé requires teaching all types of genre. 
Judy (1980) explains the premises of this approach 
as follows:
1. The best student writing is motivated 
by personal feelings and experience. (p.
39)
2. Writing ■ from experience takes place in 
many modes of discourse, including 
creative forms, but by no means excluding 
expository and academic modes, (p. 39)
3. Writing from experience often, but not
invariably, requires that students write 
for a readership. The readership will
often be someone other' than the 
instructor. (p. 40)
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4. The structuring of writing is learned 
as one shapes ideas and experience, first, 
for himself or herself, and second, for an 
audience. (p. 41)
5. As students explore the full range of 
discourse forms and compose for a variety 
of audiences, form and correctness can be 
explored. (p. 41)
As Judy says using experience motivates students for 
the writing class, this is very important because 
most of the time students hate writing classes. 
Also, using experience does not limit the mode of 
writing. Students can. use their experience when 
writing in various genres. Having a real audience, 
writing for a specific audience, affects the way 
writers express their thoughts, the language they 
use; however, in most writing assignments the 
audience is not taken into consideration and the 
only reader is the instructor. On the other hand, 
in an experiential approach the instructor is not 
the only audience. In a traditional mode, form is 
taught separate from content and students are asked 
to fit their content to the form. But in 
experiential approach form and content go together 
and content shapes form. In this approach form and 
correctness are taught when the students need it.
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2.4 HOLISTIC SCORING
In scoring the writing samples holistic
evaluation was preferred to frequency-count marking 
(Cooper, 1977) for the reason that, in frequency- 
count marking, scorers focus on certain things like
T"units, misspelled words, misplaced commas or 
sentence errors. On the other hand, holistic
evaluation is based on the general impression of the 
scorers on the whole of the composition. Since this 
study did not focus on specific elements such as 
those mentioned above, holistic evaluation was 
preferred.
The other reason for the preference of holistic 
scoring was the reliability issue. The rating of 
compositions can be unreliable; a score given to a 
piece of writing may vary.depending on the scorer. 
Jacobs et al. (1981) refer to a 1961 study by 
Diederich, French and Carlton which suggests the 
presence of this "reader variable". They asked 53 
readers from several occupational backgrounds to 
evaluate 300 composition papers written by LI 
college freshmen.
Given no standards or criteria on which to 
judge the papers, the readers were
instructed only to sort the compositions 
into nine piles in order of general merit, 
putting not less that 4 percent of the 
papers in any pile. The amount of 
agreement between the readers, as
expressed by a correlation coefficient, 
was only 0.31. (p. 24)
The results of this study proved that in order to 
achieve reliability on scoring, scorers must agree 
on the standard or criteria to evaluate the papers 
on. Otherwise the scoring system will not be fair, 
and the same writing piece will be scored 
differently by each scorer.
This study also answers the question about the
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reasons for this variation in the scorers' 
judgements- A number of complex factors are involved 
in this variation, among which are the individual 
readers' standards of severity, their ways of 
distributing scores along the scale, their 
reactions to certain elements in the evaluation of 
the papers and their values for different aspects of 
a composition.
Cooper (1977) points out that reliability can 
be improved to an acceptable level when raters from 
similar backgrounds are carefully trained. 
Stalnaker's study (1934) demonstrates that rater 
reliability can be improved from a range of -30 to 
.75 before training to a range of .73 to .98 after 
training. He also says that when raters are from 
similar backgrounds and when they are trained with a 
holistic scoring guide-~either one they borrow or 
devise for themselves on the spot— they can achieve 
nearly perfect agreement in choosing the better of a 
pair of essays; and they can achieve scoring 
reliabi1ities in the high eighties and low nineties 
on their summed scores from multiple pieces of a 
student's writing-
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2.5 ESTABLISHING BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
To develop efficient comprehension and 
promote new learning, teachers are advised 
to start with what their students know. 
(Langer, 1982, p- 149)
In this quotation Langer focuses on 
importance of background knowledge in
the
the
comprehension of a text. Since background knowledge 
has an important effect in facilitating 
comprehension of a text, teachers need to know how 
much their students know about the topic of a given 
text. So the basic issue is assessing the
background knowledge of the students related to the 
given topic. Holmes and Roser (1987) talk about 
five different techniques for assessing background 
knowledge. They are "free recall", "word
association", "structured questions", "recognition", 
and "unstructured questions". According to them in 
"free recall" the teacher gives a probe related to 
the text and asks the students to generate ideas 
about the given probe; also, the teacher can make 
comments on the ideas generated by the students in 
this technique. In "structured questions",
structured probe questions are developed about the 
subtopics, "Recognition" is similar to the previous 
technique; the only difference is that structured 
questions have options given in multiple choice 
format. The "unstructured question" technique is 
based on the experiences of the students. Students 
talk about events, books, and movies related to the 
topic and tell what they have learned about the 
topic via these experiences. The last technique is 
"word association" (Zakaluk, Samuels & Taylor, 1986) 
in which students' background knowledge about a 
topic is determined by what they associate with the 
given key word related to the topic.
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Since background knowledge has an important 
role in reading comprehension, the Prep technique, 
which is a prereading activity that helps teachers 
to see how much their students know about the topic, 
was developed by Langer (1981). This technique is 
based on word association and consists of three 
phases one of which is initial associations with the 
concept; in this stage they make associations with 
the given word. In the second phase, which is 
called reflections on initial associations, students 
give reasons for their associations, and in 
reformulation of knowledge, which is the last phase, 
students tell about the elaborations or changes in 
the associations they have made after discussions 
made as a whole class. According to Langer, the 
goals of this technique are:
1. to give students the chance for 
generating ideas about the topic and to 
extend these ideas and develop them and 
evaluate them,
2. to provide a procedure for assessing
the adequacy of the students' background 
knowledge about the given topic and to 
determine the language that the students 
use to express their ideas. (p. 153)
For this study only the first phase of this
technique, the word association phase, is needed,
because in the other two phases activities are done
orally and they affect, either change or elaborate,
the knowledge of the subjects about the topic. In
this technique levels of background knowledge are
analyzed according to the categories shown in Table
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TABLE 2-1
Levels Of Background knowledge
MUCH SOME LITTLE
Superordinate Examples Associations
Concepts Attributes Morphemes
Definitions Defining Sound Alikes
Analogies Characteristics Firsthand
Linking Experiences
Holmes and Roser (1987) conducted a study in 
which they compared Längeres five different types of 
techniques for assessing background knowledge- The 
purpose of this study was to determine which of the 
five was the best in terms of quantity of 
information and misinformation elicited, time of 
administration, effectiveness and efficiency-
Subjects were 32 elementary school students 
participating in a summer school program- Their 
skill in reading was determined by Woodcock Reading 
Mastery Tests- Also, they all scored in the average 
range of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale For 
ChiIdren-Revised- Following these two tests each 
child met with the experimenter in 5 separate 
sessions- In each session subjects did one of the 
techniques: free recall, structured questions, word 
association, recognition, and unstructured 
interview- In the analyses significant differences 
were found among the techniques for all the 
dependent variables- Word association is well bal­
anced, with no special advantages or disadvantages 
when compared with others- It fell in the middle on 
all the dependent variables- It is easy to prepare,
also, it saves time. It yields more information 
than free recall. And for this study, since this 
technique is based on only key words related to the 
topic, it prevents subjects learning from the task, 
which is the case in structured question or 
recognition. Since subjects are given probes even 
though they do not know much about the topic they 
can guess or learn by means of these probes. For 
the reasons mentioned above, word association was 
selected as the technique for measuring the amount 
of background knowledge of the subjects.
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2.6 DISCUSSIONS
In this chapter the professional literature was
reviewed and some arguments which support the
selection of topics which allow the use of
background knowledge of students were presented. A
recent study by Davis and Winek (1989) also
summarizes the arguments on this topic:
Students who know a little about a topic, 
though, may have difficulty even beginning 
to write, so teachers need to help 
students build their background knowledge 
before giving them expository writing 
assignments. (p. 178)
The conclusions of Davis and Winek's descriptive 
study were based on the thoughts of the subjects 
about their experience writing the newspaper article 
after increasing their background knowledge about 
the topic, and the researchers concluded that "their 
problem is not so much the. planning of their writing 
but the weakness of their background knowledge" (p.
181). Like Davis and Winek's study the present 
study was also designed to answer the question 
whether or not background knowledge about a topic 
will increase the global writing proficiency of the 
EFL students.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
3.1 INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
effect of background knowledge, which is gained either 
first hand or second hand, in increasing the 
proficiency of students in their writing, and also to 
investigate the role of the writing proficiency level 
of the students on this relationship.
Previous research findings in the field prove that 
topic selection has an important role in increasing the 
writing proficiency of the students. Students' are 
known to produce better writing samples when certain 
topic characteristics are attended to, "experience" 
often considered as the characteristic of most 
importance. For instance, Judy (1980) talks about an 
approach for teaching writing which is mainly based on 
the experiences of students. He strongly believes that 
basing students' writings on their experiences will 
increase their proficiency and interest in their 
writing courses. Moffet and Wagner (1976) also say 
that asking a child to write about his feelings or 
sensations shows him that the 'stuff' he may write 
about is around him, he doesn't need to look for it. 
Baskoff (1981) points out that using paragraphs which 
are based on topics related to students' experience 
gives students an opportunity to call upon their 
experience to write about.
3.2 SUÛJECTS
The study was conducted at the Anadolu University 
Education Faculty in Eskişehir. The subjects who took 
part in this study were native speakers of Turkish and 
their ages ranged from 17 to 21. All of them were 
preparatory class, intermediate level students in terms 
of general language proficiency as determined by the 
class they were attending. Fifty one subjects took 
place in the initial writing and word association test, 
but thirteen of them were eliminated because they did 
not attend the final writing session. Their major was 
English Language Teaching and as a part of their 
department's program they were taking a writing course 
in which they learned 'how to write a composition' 
starting from lessons on the topic sentence and
concluding with the lessons on writing coherent and 
cohesive paragraphs. Since the study was related to 
writing skill their overt knowledge about the
characteristics of a well written and well organized 
paragraph was considered an enhancement because it 
might insure a,higher quality of writing.
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3.3 DATA COLLECTION
3.3.1 INITIAL WRITING
In order to control for the effect of experience 
on the first writing sample, a topic which allowed the 
subjects to draw on their personal experience was 
selected. Since all of the subjects were university
students, they were asked to write about their first
day in the university. There was a prewriting activity
which lasted for 15 minutes. The teachers of the
subjects discussed the topic with the subjects. The
subjects talked about the important things related to
their first day in the university as a whole class.
The activity was guided by the teachers depending on
the responses of the subjects. For example, she formed
her questions depending on the responses given by the
subjects. They were given 75 minutes for writing their
essays: 40 minutes for thé first draft and 35 minutes
for the revision. Although the subjects were reminded
about the division of time they were allowed to time
themselves, taking individual differences like spending
most of the time on writing the first draft or
finishing before the given time was up, into
consideration. They were asked to revise their
compositions for grammar, vocabulary, punctuation
errors, and the meaning they wanted to express. Total
treatment time was 90 minutes: 15 minutes for
prewriting, 40 minutes for first draft and 35 minutes
for the revision. There were no limitations placed on
the number of words and genre for the compositions.
The oral instruction given in this section was:
Write a composition about your first day in 
the university. You can choose any form you 
like and you are not limited for the number 
of words. You have 75 minutes: 40 minutes
for writing the first draft and 35 minutes 
for revision. Check your essays for both 
grammar, punctuation, but more important than
36
those for meaning. See if you said what you 
wanted to say in the way you wanted.
Subjects handed in their compositions, which were
then scored holistically by using the ESL Composition
Profile (Appendix A). This profile allowed scoring on
five different aspects: content, organization,
mechanics, vocabulary and language use. The
compositions of the subjects were scored by two EFL
teachers.
37
3.3.2 CONTROL OF BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
The background knowledge of the subjects was 
measured by a word association test. Although the term 
'background knowledge' is used here, it is hard to know 
the source of the subjects knowledge. Their knowledge 
about the topic may be the result of their first hand 
experience or second hand experience or a combination 
of both. The subjects were given three key phrases, 
political changes in Europe, in the world, in Russia 
and were asked to list words which they associate with 
those key phrases. These phrases were selected in 
order to control the potential effect of the sex 
variable, because both males and females were presumed 
to be equally knowledgeable and interested in these 
topics. Since the aim of this study was measuring the 
subjects' background knowledge about the topics, they 
were allowed to use Turkish as well as English for the 
associations they made. They were given 20 minutes for
those, for meaning. See if you said what you 
wanted to say in the way you wanted.
Scoring for the post test was the same as for the 
first compositions, i.e., they were scored 
holistically. The compositions were scored with the 
double blind technique in order to prevent the effect 
of researcher expectancy.
39
3.4 INSTRUMENTS USED IN SCORING
3.4.1 THE ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE
Holistic evaluation is generally guided by a type 
of holistic evaluation scoring guide in order to 
guarantee that scorers are evaluating the same aspects 
of the composition. This also increases the
reliability of the scoring. There are various types of 
holistic evaluation guides. The scale used in this 
study gives the opportunity of scoring the compositions 
from five different aspects: content, organization, 
language use, vocabulary and mechanics. Jacobs et al. 
(1981) state that:
this is an important difference, since 
readers sometimes tend to value only one 
aspect of a composition when using a purely 
impressionistic approach, yet it is only 
through a writer's successful production, 
integration and synchronization of all these 
component parts of a composition an effective 
whole is created. The profile asks readers 
to peer at the composition through as many 
windows as possible in arriving at their 
judgments of quality. (p. 31)
Since the profile consists of subcomponents the 
scorer has to focus on all of the aspects given in the
profile while scoring. Also, each component of this 
profile is weighted according to its approximate 
importance for written communication, the distribution 
is: 30 points for content, 20 points for organization, 
20 points for vocabulary, 25 points for language use 
and 5 points for mechanics. In addition, each
component is divided into four mastery levels; 
excellent to very good, good to average, fair to poor 
and very poor, and all of these levels have specific 
criteria for each component. Jacobs et al. (1981) 
state that "this profile's mastery levels and 
associated shorthand criteria thus provide a well- 
defined standard and an interpretive framework for all 
readers as they read composition and judge its 
communicative effectiveness" (p. 31). Criteria which
are defined by descripters give detailed information 
about the characteristics of a composition at each 
mastery level and this enables the scorers to score the 
compositions more reliably and effectively.
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3-4.2 INSTRUMENT FOR SCORING THE WORD ASSOCIATION TEST
Although the word association test was to be 
scored using the scale developed by Langer (1981) (see 
2.3), the associations made by the subjects did not fit 
the criteria given in that scale. As a result of this 
it was scored impressionistically by using a 5 point 
scale developed by the researcher:
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5-4 : Associations are directly related to 
the key word, knowledge expressed through 
specific examples.
3-2 : There are signs of knowledge about the 
topic but most of the associations are 
general terms like peace, power.
1-0 : Almost no implication of the knowledge 
about the topic and misinformation like 
writing about the political changes in 
America to the associations related to 
Europe.
3-5 TRAINING OF THE SCORERS
Scoring of the subjects compositions was done by 
using the ESL Composition Profile which was taken from 
Jacobs et al- (1981). Since this was a new profile for 
all scorers they had a training session before scoring 
the compositions- For this training the guide ’’Reader 
Guide For Composition Evaluation” which was taken from 
the book Testing ESL composition: A practical approach 
by Jacobs et al. (1981) was distributed to the scorers 
and they were asked to read it. At the beginning the 
authors point out that: ’’The guide has been designed to 
help teachers and examiners of composition evaluate the 
writing performances of their ESL students reliably and 
efficiently” (p- 87), an aim congruent with the goals 
of the study.
After the reading a meeting was arranged to 
discuss the information given in the book. Testing ESL 
composition z A practical approach. Scorers talked 
about the guide and asked questions they had related to 
the information given in that section- Then, they were
asked to score the simple compositions given in Jacobs 
et al., and their scores were compared with the scores 
given in the guide.
3.6 DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES
For the research question of this study, the 
dependent variable was determined as the writing 
proficiency of the subjects which can be defined as how 
well students can communicate by writing. The level of 
writing proficiency of the subjects was determined 
through the use of the holistic scoring scale described 
above.
The independent variable of this research question 
was the topic related to background knowledge of the 
subjects. Their background knowledge on the topic was 
measured by a word association technique, and the topic 
selected was "how will the political changes in Russia 
affect the people who live there?"
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3.7 ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES
The collected data were analyzed from different 
aspects. In order to find out the effect of background 
knowledge on the writing proficiency of the subjects 
they were divided into groups according to their 
background knowledge level, and their writing 
proficiency was compared. As the second step of the 
analysis subjects were divided into groups according to 
their writing proficiency levels and their initial and
final scores were compared. Also, their distribution 
in levels of background levels were analyzed. Then, in 
order to see the effect of background knowledge on the 
subcomponents of the scale, initial and final test 
scores of subjects with different background knowledge 
level were compared. Additionally, a matched-pairs t- 
test was run to analyze the gain scores of the high 
background knowledge subjects as compared with the low 
background knowledge subjects.
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ANALYSIS DF THE DATA 
4.1. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study was to find out the 
relationship between L2 learners' writing 
proficiency and selection of a topic which is 
related to their background knowledge. It was
hypothesized that subjects who write on a topic on 
which they have background knowledge will show 
greater writing proficiency than subjects who do not 
have knowledge on that topic. A secondary
hypothesis was that subjects who have a low writing 
proficiency will produce better writing samples when 
the topics of their compositions are related to 
their background knowledge and will, in the end, 
benefit more than high proficiency writers under the 
same conditions.
Two intermediate classes were selected as the 
subjects of this study. The data were collected in 
three steps. Fifty-one subjects took part in the 
first two steps, initial writing and word asso­
ciation. Thirteen of the initial fifty-one subjects 
were eliminated in the third step, the final writing 
task, because they did not participate.
CHAPTER 4
4.2 SCORING
4.2.1 WRITING PROFICIENCY
Two EFL teachers scored the compositions 
written by the subjects by using the ESL Composition
Profile- The average of the scores given by each 
scorer was taken as the score of the composition- 
In order to measure interrater reliability the 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation (PPMC) was run 
for both initial and final tests- As Table 4-1 
presents, the correlation coefficient was found to 
be -8327 for the initial test and -9551 for the 
final test which means that there is a high
interrater reliability-
Table 4-1
Results of Interrater Reliability Test 
for Initial and Final Tests
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Initial test Final Test
-8327
p < 1
-9551
p < 1
4.2.2 BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
The subjects' background knowledge was measured 
by a word association test- They were given three 
key phrases to make associations with: political
changes in Europe, in Russia, in the world- They 
were given 20 minutes to make their associations- 
During the scoring it was observed that most of the 
subjects used Turkish for making associations with 
the key words- The scores on the word association 
test show that the distribution of subjects in 
different levels of background knowledge, as
presented in Table 4.2, varied depending on the key 
phrase and "political changes in Russia" had the 
highest mean. The number of subjects who had
backgr^ound knowledge and who had no background 
knowledge were balanced. Taking these results into
consideration the final task writing topic was
determined to be "How will the political changes in 
Russia affect the people who live there?"
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Table 4-2
Distribution of the Subjects in 
Different Levels of Background Knowledge for
Each Key Phrase
)KBK LEVEL POLITICAL CHANGES 
in Europe in Russia in World
0 2 1 8
1 28 12 19
2 4 7 7
3 4 7 2
4 1 10 2
5 0 3 2
)|(BK background knowledge
4-3 PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
The topic of the initial test was "The first 
day in the university". This topic was selected in 
order to control the amount of background knowledge 
subjects had on the topic. Since it was personal 
experience all of the subjects were assumed to have 
considerable knowledge about this topic. When the 
initial test scores of the subjects were analyzed it 
was clearly seen that all of the subjects did very 
well. As Table 4.3 shows the highest score was 88 
and the lowest' score was 62 and 20 of the 39 
subjects got scores between 79 and 70. The mean of 
the subjects' scores in the initial test was 73.71 
with a 6.82 standard deviation. The mean and
standard deviation for each componerrt and the total 
of the profile are presented in Table 4.4. Like the 
total score, scores for each component reflected the 
proficiency of the subjects in the initial writing.
Table 4.3
Initial Test Scores of the Subjects
47
s C 0 V L M T
PTS 30 20 20 25 5 100
01 26 17 18 23 4 88
02 28 18 17 19 4 86
03 25 17 18 21 4 84
04 24 17 18 21 4 84
05 27 18 19 4 84
06 27 18 16 18 4 83
07 26 18 16 18 4 82
08 26 17 16 18 4 81
09 24 16 16 19 4 79
10 25 17 15 17 4 78
11 24 16 15 18 4 77
12 23 16 16 18 4 77
13 26 17 15 16 3 77
14 26 18 13 16 3 76
15 23 16 15 18 4 76
16 20 13 17 21 4 75
17 22 15 16 18 4 75
18 23 16 15 16 4 75
19 25 16 14 16 3 74
20 21 '16 15 18 3 73
21 22 15 13 18 4 72
22 22 16 14 16 3 71
23 22 15 14 17 3 71
24 21 16 14 16 4 71
25 22 15 15 16 3 71
26 . 22 14 14 18 3 71
27 22 15 15 14 4 71
28 22 15 13 16 4 70
29 22 14 14 15 4 69
30 20 13 16 15 4 68
31 21 15 12 15 4 68
32 21 14 13 16 3 67
33 22 14 15 12 4 67
34 21 14 13 15 3 66
35 22 14 14 12 3 65
36 19 13 14 16 2 64
37 21 13 12 ■ 14 4 64
38 21 14 15 11 3 64
39 20 14 12 13 3 42
0 organization ?ary ; L language1 use ?,cs; T total;
ble total score
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Table 4,4
)KM and )K)KSD of Total Score and 
Components for Initial Test
c □ V L M T
m 22.97 
SD 2.29
15.51
1.55
14.84
1.60
16.74
2.56
3.61
0.54
73.71
6.82
)KN Mean
)I<)KSD Standard Deviation 
C content; □ organization;
V vocabulary; L language use;
M mechanics; T total;
When the final test scores of the subjects were 
analyzed it was observed that only seven of the 
subjects gained a higher score, and that for the 
rest their scores were lower. Scores of subjects on 
the post test, by components and total, are 
presented in Table 4.5, Table 4.6 gives means and 
standard deviations for each component and the 
total.
Table 4.5
Final Test Scores of the Subjects
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S
PTS
C
30
□
20
V
20
L
25
M
5
T
100
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
17 
22 
26 
21 
28 
23 
21 
22 
20
18 
16 
26 
17 
20 
21 
16 
20
19 
29
20 
23 
27 
19 
16 
21 
17 
27 
13
19 
22 
17 
21 
17 
13
20 
27 
16 
13 
22
10
14
17
15
18 
14 
14
14
15 
12
7
18
12
15
15
9
14
15 
19 
13 
15 
18
13 
10
14 
12 
18
7
14
15 
13 
15 
13
7
13 
18
14 
7
15
10
14
16
16
18
14 
12
15 
14 
14
8
14
14
16
14 
12
15 
15 
19
13 
12
14 
12 
10 
14 
13 
18
9
13
14
14 
13
9
7
15 
19
13 
7
14
16
18
20
18
19
18
15
18
18
15
11
15 
13 
18 
19 
12 
18 
18
19
16 
15 
12 
11 
12
20 
15 
21 
10 
15 
18 
15
17 
10
9
18 
15 
15 
10 
12
3
4 
4
4
5 
3
3
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
3
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4
3
4 
3 
3
3
4
4
5
3
4
3
4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2
3 
2
4
56
72 
83 
74 
88
70 
65
73
71 
63 
44 
76 
59
72
73 
53 
71
71 
90 
65 
69
74 
58
51 
73 
62 
89 
42 
65
72 
63 
69
52
38 
67 
81 
61
39 
67
C content; 0 organization;
V vocabulary; L language use; 
M mechanics; T total;
PTS possible total score
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Table 4-6
)KM and )K)KSD of Total Score and 
Components for Final Test
c 0 V L M T
m 20.31 
SD 4.17
13.62
3.19
13.41
2.91
15.49
3.26
3.44
0.75
66.18
12.70
m  Mean
)K)KSD Standard Deviation 
C content; □ organization;
V vocabulary; L language use;
M mechanics; T total
4.4 ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
4-4-1 THE CORRELATION BETWEEN DIFFERENT LEVELS OF 
BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE AND WRITING PROFICIENCY
In order to analyze the first hypothesis, the 
effect of background knowledge on writing 
proficiency, the subjects were divided into three
groups according to their background knowledge
level. Subjects who got 0 and 1 as their score on 
the word association test formed the low background 
knowledge group- Subjects who got 2 and 3 as their 
score on the word association test formed the 
medium background knowledge group- Subjects who got 
4 and 5 as the score of word association test formed 
the high background knowledge group. Means of the 
initial test score and the final test score for each 
background knowledge group were compared and it was 
seen that, as presented in Table 4-7, subjects in 
all background knowledge levels lost points- Since 
all groups got a lower score on the final writing, 
no positive relationship exists between the 
background knowledge level and the writing
proficiency'; therefore, in order to find out the 
amount of loss in each background knowledge level 
the mean of their final test score was subtracted 
from their initial' test score and it was seen that 
the group with 0-1 background knowledge level lost 
the least, and the groups with high and medium 
background knowledge lost almost the same amount. 
The difference between their loss was only -06. 
When the loss of the high background knowledge level 
subjects was compared with the low background 
knowledge subjects the difference was found to be 
3.5. Because the loss was greatest in the high
background knowledge subjects and least in the low 
background subjects, this further suggests that 
there is no basis for accepting the experimental 
hypothesis. So the experimental hypothesis was 
rejected and the null hypothesis was accepted, as 
the data indicated that subjects who had a high 
background knowledge level did not write better than 
the subjects who had low background knowledge level-
Table 4.7
Means of ITS and FTS of Subjects in each 
BK level and the Amount of Change
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BK level N m ITS m FTS Dif f .
0-1 13 76.46 69.92 -6.5
2-3 13 74.64 63.04 -10.06
4-5 13 69.4 59.4 -10.0
ITS Initial Test Score 
FTS Final Test Score
Futher analysis, as presented in Table 4.8 and 
Table 4-9 shows that subjects who got high scores
were>the ones who had low background knowledge and, 
on the other hand, subjects who got low scores in 
both initial and final tests were the ones who had 
high background knowledge. Although the range of 
high scores was the same, 80+, in both the initial 
and the final test, the range of low scores in the 
two tests was different; the lowest score in the 
initial test was 62 whereas the lowest score in the 
final test was 38. Since the range of low scores in 
the initial test was 69-62, below 69 was considered 
to be a low score in both initial and final tests. 
In the initial test 6 of the subjects who had low 
background knowledge got a high score and only 1 of 
the subjects who had high background knowledge got a 
high score. In the final test 4 of the subjects who 
had low background knowledge got a high score and 
none of the subjects who had high background 
knowledge got a high score. On the other hand in 
the initial test 4 of the subjects who had low 
background knowledge got a low score and 6 of the 
subjects who had high background knowledge got a low 
score. In the final test 5 of the subjects who had 
low background knowledge got a low score and 11 of 
the subjects who had high background knowledge got a 
low score.
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Table 4.8
Distribution of Subjects According to 
ITS in Levels of BK
BK Level 80+ 79-70 69-
0-1 6 3 4
2-3 1 10 1
4-5 1 5 6
ITS Initial Test Scores
BK Background Knowledge Leve 1
Table 4.9
Distribution of Subjects According to
FTS in Levels of BK
BK Level 80+ 79-70 69-60 59-38
0-1 4 4 2 3
2-3 1 7 2 3
4-5 0 2 7 4
FTS Final Test Scores 
BK Background Knowledge Level
4.4.2 THE CORRELATION BETWEEN DIFFERENT LEVELS OF 
WRITING PROFICIENCY AND BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
The effect of background knowledge on the level 
of writing proficiency of the subjects was the 
second research question and it was hypothesized 
that subjects who had low writing proficiency would 
benefit more when the topic was related to their 
background knowledge. For testing this hypothesis 
subjects were divided into four groups according to 
their writing proficiency and this grouping was 
based on their initial test scores. The mean of 
initial and final test score for each writing 
proficiency group was calculated and when the 
difference between initial and final test score was
found it was seen that subjects with low writing 
proficiency lost less than subjects with high 
writing proficiency. Table 4.10 indicates the
results obtained from this analysis.
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Table 4.10
Means of ITS and FTS and Gain Scores of 
Subjects in each WP level and 
the Amount of Gain/Loss
WP level N m ITS m FTS Dif f .
60' s 11 65.72 61.20 -4.52
70-74 11 71.63 67.63 -4.00
75-79 9 76.66 64.66 -12.00
80+ 8 84.00 72.62 -11.38
ITS Initial Test Score 
FTS Final Test Score 
WP Writing Proficiency
The subjects writing proficiency levels were 
determined by using the scores they got from the 
initial test. When the distribution of subjects who 
had low and high writing proficiency in given levels 
of background knowledge were analyzed (see Table 
4.11), it was observed that 5 of the subjects who 
had low writing proficiency had a high background 
knowledge level and only 2 of the subjects who had 
high writing proficiency had high background 
knowledge level. On the other hand 3 of the 
subjects who had low writing proficiency had low 
background knowledge level and 6 of the subjects who 
had high writing proficiency had low background 
knowledge level. In order to find the correlation 
between subjects who had high writing proficiency 
and low writing proficiency the PPMC was run because 
if significant difference was found, they likely
would be at the extreme range. And as it is 
indicated on Table 4.12, r was found to be .11 
indicating that there is no significant correlation 
between background knowledge and writing proficiency 
so the experimental hypothesis was rejected.
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Table 4.11
Number of Subjects with LWP and HWP 
and with HBK and LBK
WP BACKGROUND KNOWLEDGE
HIGH LOW
LWP 5 3
HWP 2 6
WP Writing Proficiency
HWP High writing proficiency
LWP Low writing Proficiency
Table 4.12
Results of Correlation between 
*HWP S. and )H)KLWP S
WP Scores M SD
LWP 69 52 38 67 81 61 39 67
HWP 56 72 83 74 88 70 65 73
r= 0.11
59.25
72.62
15.14
9.91
In order to see the effect of background 
knowledge level on the subjects who had the same 
writing proficiency level a matched-pairs t-test was 
run. For this t-test subjects were matched 
according to their writing proficiency and 
background knowledge level. Each matched pair 
consisted of one subject with a low background 
knowledge level and one subject with a high 
background knowledge level in the same writing
proficiency levels High and low background
knowledge levels were determined in two ways, in the 
first one subjects who got 0 or 1 as their score on 
word association test formed the low background 
knowledge group; subjects who got 2 or 3 as their 
score on word association test formed the medium 
background knowledge group; and subjects who got 4 
or 5 as their score on word association test formed 
the high background knowledge group. In this
matching there were seven matched pairs and when the 
t-test was run the t-observed value was found to be 
.52, (see Table 4.13), which is insignificant. In 
the second grouping, subjects who got 0-1-2 as their 
score on the word association test formed the low 
background knowledge group, subjects who got 3-4-5 
as their score on the word association test formed 
the high background knowledge group. In this
matching there were 12 pairs. When the t-test was 
run the t observed value was found to be .31 (see 
Table 4.14), which is also insignificant. So the 
experimental hypothesis was rejected as the result 
of insignificant t observed values obtained from the 
t-tests.
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Table 4.13
Results of Matched-Pairs T-test 
with three Groups
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Group Gain Scores Mean
LBK -13 -a 
HBK -17 -1
t-value -.52
18 -4
-28 4
2
■15
2
17
-25
-3
-4
-6.14
LBK Low Background Knowledge 
HBK High Background Knowledge
Table 4.14
Results of Matched-Pairs T-test 
with two Groups
Group Gain Scores Mean
LBK -1 -13 -15 -22 -3 16 -13 18-4 2 2  -4.83
HBK -10 -17 -1 4 -4 -8 -3 -28 4 -15 17 -6
t-value -.31
LBK Low Background Knowledge 
HBK High Background Knowledge
4.4.3 ANALYSIS OF THE COMPONENTS
When the means of the initial test and the 
final test scores of the subjects were compared the 
decrease of points in each subcomponent was 
observed. The change in the Mechanics component was 
not easy to observe because it had a 5 point scale 
and subjects got almost the same points for this 
component so it was not taken into consideration 
throughout the analysis. As Table 4.15 shows, the 
subjects lost the highest amount in Content, 2.67, 
and they lost the least in' Language Use, 1.23.
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Table 4-15
Means of Initial and Final Test Scores 
for each Component of the Profile
Component Mean of ITS Mean of FTS Differ
Content 22.97 20.30 -2.67
Organization 15.51 13.61 -1.90
Vocabu1ary 14.84 13.41 -1.43
Language Use 16.74 15.51 -1.23
Mechanics 3.61 3.43 -0.18
It was assumed that background knowledge would 
have the greatest effect on the content of subjects' 
compositions. In order to test this hypothesis 
scores for content were analyzed separately- 
Initial and final scores for this component for each 
background knowledge level were analyzed and it was 
seen that subjects in all background knowledge 
levels lost points(see Table 4.16). The subjects 
with a medium background knowledge level lost the 
most, 3-08 points. On the other hand subjects with 
a low background knowledge level lost the fewest 
points. Although the subjects with high background 
knowledge were expected to be the group with least 
loss, they lost 2.84 points. So the experimental 
hypothesis was rejected with these results of the 
analysis.
Table 4.16
Means of Content Scores for Initial Test and Final 
Test in each Background Knowledge Level
BK Level N M. ITS . M. FTS Diff .
0-1 13 23.69 21.61 -2.08
2-3 13 23.46 20.38 -3.08
4-5 13 21.76 18.92 -2.84
4-5 RESULTS
When the data were analyzed from all possible 
aspects, the main and secondary hypotheses were 
rejected on statistical grounds. After all
statistical analyses were performed, none of the 
observed values were found to be statistically 
significant. First of all, the subjects lost points 
in the final test when compared with the initial 
test. Then subjects were divided according to their 
background knowledge levels and the final test 
scores of subjects who had high and low background 
knowledge were compared. Although subjects who had 
a high background knowledge were expected to benefit 
more from their knowledge on the topic and increase 
their points, the results indicated just the 
opposite; the subjects who had a high background
knowledge level lost more than the subjects who had 
a low background knowledge level. So the experimen­
tal hypothesis was rejected and the null hypothesis 
was accepted.
The subjects were also grouped according to 
their writing proficiency levels. The grouping was 
based on their initial test scores. When the final 
test scores of subjects with high and low writing 
proficiency were compared, it was seen that subjects 
who had high writing proficiency lost more than 
subjects with low writing proficiency. The
distribution of subjects with low and high writing 
proficiency in levels of background knowledge
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indicated that most of the subjects who had low 
writing proficiency had a high background knowledge, 
whereas most of the subjects who had high writing 
proficiency had a low background knowledge· In 
order to find the correlation between high and low 
writing proficiency PPMC was run and the correlation 
was found to be insignificant. Again the 
experimental hypothesis was rejected.
In addition to these analyses the effect of 
background knowledge on the subcomponents of the 
scale.was analyzed. Content especially was expected 
to be highly influenced, as Bereiter and Scardamalia 
(1978) found in a previous study, but the results 
showed that the subjects with high background 
knowledge lost more points when compared with the 
subjects with low background knowledge in this 
component. In their 1978 study, Bereiter and 
Scardamalia found that the subjects produced 
significantly more content when they had prior 
knowledge about the topic. In addition, they found 
that background knowledge of the subjects about the 
topic did not have a significant effect on the other 
aspects— organization, language use, mechanics-— of 
the compositions.
A matched-pairs t-test was also run for the 
analysis of the data and negative t values were 
obtained which meant that low background knowledge 
level subjects did better than the high background 
knowledge level subjects.
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4-6'DISCUSSIONS
Two studies related to the effect of topic on 
which subjects have background knowledge on their 
global writing proficiency found that the knowledge 
of subjects has a positive effect on their writing 
proficiency. Bereiter and Scardamalia's study
(1978) proved that when subjects have background 
knowledge about a topic, they produce compositions 
which are good in terms of content. On the other 
hand the results of Davis and Winek's study
concluded that background knowledge about a topic 
affects the compositions of subjects as a whole. 
However, the results of this study do not support 
the findings of either of these studies. Subjects 
in the control group did better than the subject in 
experimental group, so the experimental hypothesis 
was rejected.
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS
5.1 SUMMARY OF THE STUDY
This study was conducted in order to see the 
effect of knowledge related to experience, which is 
gained either first hand or second hand, in 
increasing the writing proficiency of the subjects. 
Subjects were selected from the Anadolu University, 
Education Faculty ELT department. All of them were 
intermediate level students in terms of general 
language proficiency and their ages ranged from 17 
to 19. The study started with 51 subjects; 13 of 
them were eliminated due to lack of attendance.
The data were collected in three steps. In the 
first step subjects wrote a composition based on 
personal experience. The topic was "My first day in 
the university". The aim of this initial writing 
was to measure the writing proficiency level of the 
subjects. Since the effect of background knowledge 
was thought to have an effect dn the writing 
proficiency of the subjects, a topic on which all of 
the subjects share the same amount of background 
knowledge was selected in order to control the 
effect of background knowledge. In the second step, 
which was a word association test, subjects' 
background knowledge about the possible topics for 
the final writing was measOred. Subjects were given 
three key phrases; political changes in Europe, in 
Russia, in the world and asked to make associations
reLated to them. The analysis of this test 
indicated that the variation of subjects in 
different levels of background knowledge was 
balanced in "political changes in Russia", so the 
final test topic was determined to be "How will the 
political changes in Russia effect the people who 
live there?". As the last step subjects were 
assigned this topic to write a composition about.
The collected data were analyzed from different 
aspects. It was seen that most subjects lost points 
in the final test when compared with the initial 
test. Then subjects were divided according to 
background knowledge level and final test scores of 
subjects who had high and low background knowledge 
were compared. The results indicated that the 
subjects who had high background knowledge lost more 
than the subjects who had low background knowledge. 
So the experimental hypothesis was rejected and the 
null hypothesis was accepted.
The subjects were also .grouped according to 
their writing proficiency levels. This grouping was 
based on their initial test scores. When the final 
test scores of subjects with high and low writing 
proficiency were compared it was seen that subjects 
who had high writing proficiency lost more than 
subjects with low writing proficiency. When the 
distribution of subjects with low and high writing 
proficiency in terms of the levels of background 
knowledge was compared, it was observed that most of
the subjects who had low writing proficiency had 
high background knowledge, whereas most of the 
subjects who had high writing proficiency had low 
background knowledge. In order to find the 
correlation of high writing proficiency with low 
writing proficiency the PPMC was run and the 
correlation was found to be insignificant. Again 
the experimental hypothesis was rejected.
In addition to these analyses the effect of 
background knowledge on subcomponents of the scale 
was analyzed. Content was expected to be highly 
influenced but the results on this component showed 
that subjects with high background knowledge lost 
more points when compared with the subjects with low 
background knowledge.
A matched-pairs t-test was also run for the 
analysis of the gain scores in relation to 
background knowledge and negative t values were 
obtained which meant that the low background 
knowledge level subjects did better than the high 
background knowledge level subjects.
As it is clear from the findings the 
experimental hypothesis, that there is a positive 
relationship between the quality of the composition 
produced on a post-test and the selection of topic 
which allows the use of the subjects' background 
knowledge, was rejected and the null hypothesis was 
accepted.
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5.2 ASSESSMENT OF THE STUDY
The main difficulty in this study was the 
selection of the key phrases for the word
association test. All of the key phrases selected 
for the study were related to politics so this 
limited the selection of topic. In fact there
should be a variety of key words, like one from 
politics, one from art, one from sports. This might 
have affected the results of the study.
Writing is a skill in which subjects cannot be 
expected to make a linear progression in their 
writing proficiency; also they cannot be expected to 
produce equally well each time they write because 
writing is affected by outside factors, like health, 
interest and mood of the subject. So conducting a 
long term study may have an effect on the results.
Writing samples of the subjects were scored 
holistically by two scorers. In this method samples 
were scored as a whole for the overall impression. 
Using frequency counting, for example counting T- 
units may indicate a different result with the same 
data.
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5.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING WRITING
The results of this study indicated that the 
subjects' knowledge about the topic is not enough 
for the production of compositions which are good in 
quality. It was assumed that subjects who have 
knowledge about a topic would be interested in that
topic also, but that was not the case. Although 
subjects had background knowledge about the topics 
selected for this study, they could not produce good 
compositions because their knowledge about the
topics selected for this study was probably gained 
by following current events, through reading newspa­
pers or watching TV. Although they had knowledge 
about the topics, they were not particularly 
interested in them. So the reason for having the 
background knowledge is probably more important than 
having the background knowledge per se. Even though 
they may be interested in the topic, they may not be 
interested in writing about it. Since writing is a 
way of communication students want to select the
topic and the information they want to communicate 
with the reader. As Leki (1990) points out;
now students are writing about what they
are interested in and know about, but most
especially, . what they really want to 
communicate to someone else, what they 
really want a reader to know. (p. 3)
If we take these arguments into consideration,
it is clear that subjects did not want to
communicate their ideas about the political changes
in Russia and its effect on the Russian people. So,
while selecting the topics for compositions,
students' interests must be taken into
consideration. The difficulty of finding topics all
of the students are interested in is significant but
since they are almost at the same age and from the
same culture, the possibility of finding topics they
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are interested in is high. Students may be given a 
questionnaire or interest inventory at the beginning 
of the year and selection of the topic may be based 
on the ideas and interests the students expressed. 
The problem related to lack of background knowledge 
about the topic may be solved by supp1ementary 
materials given to the students beforehand or they 
may be given the topic and asked to research the 
topic and report it to the class. In this case they 
will have an aim in writing their composition, 
because they will report information on the topic to 
their classmates.
The best way to select a topic is to allow 
students to decide about the topics they want to 
write about. Research indicates that students
perform better and work harder when the topics are 
self-selected and writing is initiated by
themselves. Emig's (1971) study is a good indicator 
of this. She conducted a case study with eight high 
school students and analyzed the composing
behaviours of those students. She classified their 
writing as "reflexive”, students decide when and on 
which subjects to write, and "extensive",
assignments given by the teachers, and she found 
that students planned longer and revised more when 
they were engaged in reflexive writing than when 
doing extensive writing.
Topics being directly related to the student is 
also important. "The first day in the university"
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wag a day in their life and they wanted to share
this experience with the reader; however, "Political 
Changes in Russia" was something which was not
related to them directly so they cannot be expected 
to be willing to write about that topic- So it can 
be said that there are different types of 
experiences and students are more likely to be 
interested in writing about experiences that are 
personal. That was the case for the topic of the
post-test. Subjects do not know about the life in
Russia, because they have not lived in Russia, but
Russian writers may have a lot to write about this
topic because it is a part of their life-
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5.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
At the beginning, the study was planned to 
include subjects from two different groups, 
intermediate and advanced, in terms of general 
language proficiency and to find the effect of 
general language proficiency level on the
relationship between background knowledge and 
writing proficiency- However, it was not possible 
to structure the study this way because of
unexpected events; consequently, this study could 
analyze only the effect of different writing
proficiency levels within the intermediate language 
proficiency level on .the relationship between 
background knowledge level and writing proficiency. 
So further research which includes different levels
of general language proficiency may be designed.
In addition, the effect of topics selected in 
different ways (selected by students, assigned by 
the teacher, after measuring the background 
knowledge about possible topics) on writing
proficiency of the subjects may be researched.
The attitudes of subjects for writing and for 
composition classes may also have an effect on the 
writing proficiency of the subjects. So a
questionnaire which measures the attitudes of
subjects for writing and for composition classes may 
be distributed and the correlation between their 
writing proficiency and their attitude for writing 
may be found.
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APPENDIX A
ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE
STUDENT DATE TOPIC
1 SCORE LEVEL CRITERIA COMMENT 1
1 ^ 30-27 Excellent To Very Good: knowl- edgeable* substantive* thorough
1 0 development of thesi5>K relevant to 
assigned topic
1 N 26-22 Good To Averaae: some knowledge of subjectif adequate range* limited
T development of thesis* mostly rel­
evant to topic, but lacks detail
E
21-17
Fair To Poor: limited knowledge of 
subject* little substance* inad-
N equate development of topic
Very Poor: does not show knowledae
T 16-13 of subject* non-substantive* not pertinent* OR not enough to evalu­
ate
0 20-18 Excellent To Very Good: fluent exp-
R ression*ideas clearly stated/ sup­
G ported* succinct* well-organized*
A logical sequencing* cohesive
N 17-14 Good To Average: somewhat choDov*
I loosely organized but main ideas
Z stand out* limited support* logical 1
A 13-10 but incomplete sequencing 1
T Fair To Poor: non-fluent* ideas 1
I confused or disconnected* lacks 1
o 9-7 logical sequencing and development 1
N Very Poor: does not communicate* no 
organization* OR not enough to eva­
luate
V 20-18 Excellent To Very Good: sophisti- 1
0 cated range* effective word/ idiom 1
C choice and usage* word form mas­ 1
A tery* appropriate register
B 17-14 Good To Averaae: adeauate ranae*
U occasional errors of word/ idiom
L form, choice, usage but meaning not
A 13-10 obscured
R Fair To Poor: limited ranae* fre-
Y
9-7
quent errors of word/ idiom form, 
choice, usage* meaning confused or 
obscured
Very Poor: essentially translation* 
little knowledge of English vocabu­
lary, idioms,word form* OR not 
enough to evaluate
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L 25-22 Excellent To Very Good: effective 
complex conetructions)|( few errors
A of agreement, tense, number, word 
order/function, articles, pronouns,
N 21-18 prepositions
Good To Averaae: effective but
G simple constructions)!« minor prob­
lems in complex constructions>K sev-
U eral errors of agreement, tense, 
number,word order/function,
A 17-11 articles, pronouns, prepositions 
but meaning seldom obscured
G Fair To Poor: major problems in 
simple/complex constructions* fre-
E quent errors of negation, agree­
ment, tense, number, word 
order/function, articles, pronouns.
U 10-5 prepositions and/or fragments, run- 
ons, deletions* meaning confused or
S obscured
Very Poor; virtually no mastery of
E sentence construction rules)K domi­
nated by errors)K does not communi­
cate)!« OR not enough to evaluate
M 5 Excellent To Very Good: demon- 
strates mastery of conventions* few
E errors of spelling, punctuation, 
capitali zation,paragraphing
C 4 Good To Averaae:· occasional errors 
of spelling, punctuation, capital­
H
3
ization, paragraphing but meaning 
not obscured
A Fair To Poor; frequent errors of 
spelling, punctuation, capitaliz­
N
2
ation, paragraphing* poor handwrit­
ing* meaning confused or obscured
I Very Poor; no mastery of conven- 
tions*dominated by errors of spell­
C ing, punctuation, capitalization, 
paragraphing* handwriting illeg­
S ible* OR not enough to evaluate
TOTAL SCORE READER COMMENTS
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APPENDIX B
I n i t i a l  Test Scores o f the Sub jects
Given by the F i r s t  Scorer
S C
PTS 30
□
20
V
20
L
25 5
T
100
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
28
27
26
24
26
27 
24
28 
23 
23 
22
23
24
25
24
19 
21
25 
23
20 
22 
21 
21 
20
19 
22 
22 
21 
22 
18 
23 
21 
22
20 
22 
17 
21 
21 
19
16
17
17
18 
16 
16 
19 
19
17
15
18
16
17
18 
18 
13 
17 
17 
17 
16 
15 
17 
17
15
16
13
14 
16 
14
13
14
15
14
15 
13
13 
12
14 
13
18
19
16
17
16
16
16
15
16
17 
15
15
16 
11 
16
18 
16 
16 
14
14
15 
14
14 
13
15 
13 
15 
13
13
14 
12 
13
15 
13 
15
13 
12
14 
12
24
21
20
19
19
19 
18
20 
22 
17 
20 
19
15
16 
19 
21 
19 
16 
16 
17 
19
17 
16
18 
16 
19
14 
16
15 
15
15
16 
12
15 
11
16 
13 
11 
13
4
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4
3
4 
4 
4 
3
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
3
3
4 
3
3
4 
4
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4
3
4 
3
3 
2
4 
3 
3
90
87
83
82
81
82
81
86
81
76 
79
77 
77 
73 
81 
75
77
78 
73
70 
75 
72
71 
70 
70 
70
69
70 
68 
64 
68 
68 
67 
66 
64 
61 
62 
63 
60
C content; 0 o rg a n iza t io n ;
V vocabu lary; L language use;
M mechanics; T t o t a l ;
PTS p o ss ib le  to ta l  score
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APPENDIX C
I n i t i a l  Test Scores o f the Subjects
Given by the Second Scorer
S C
PTS 30
0
20
V
20
L
25
M
5
T
100
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
23 
29
24 
24 
28
27
28
23
24 
27
27
23
28 
26 
22 
21 
22 
21 
26 
22 
21 
22
24 
21 
24 
22 
22 
23 
22 
22
19
20 
22 
22 
22 
21 
21 
21 
20
19
19
17 
16 
19 
19 
16
15 
14
18 
14 
16'
16 
18 
14
13
14
15
15
16 
15
15
13 
17
14 
14
16 
14 
14 
13 
16
13
14 
13
15 
13
13
14
15
18
15 
19 
19
16 
16 
16
17 
16 
14 
14 
16
14
15 
14
16 
16 
14 
14 
16 
11 
14
14
15 
15 
15 
15 
13
15
18 
12
13
14 
13
13
14 
12
16 
12
22
17
21
22
19
17
18 
16 
18 
17 
16 
17 
16 
16 
17 
21
17 
16 
16 
19
18
15 
17
16 
16 
17
14
15
14
15
15
16 
12 
15 
13
15
16 
11 
13
4
4
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3
3
4 
4 
4 
3
3
4 
3 
3 
3 
2
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4
3
4 
3
3 
2
4 
3 
3
86
84
84
85
86 
84 
82
75
76 
80
75
76
77
78 
70
75
73
70
74
76 
69 
69
71
72 
71 
71
71 
69 
69
72 
66
65
66 
66 
66 
66 
66 
65 
63
C content; 0 o rg a n iza t io n ;
V vocabu lary; L language use;
M mechanics; T t o t a l ;
PTS p o ss ib le  to ta l  score
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APPENDIX D
F in a l  Test Scores o f the Subjects
Given by the F i r s t  Scorer
S C
PTS 30
Q
20
V
20
L
25 5
T
100
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
17 
22 
22 
21 
29 
20 
21 
22 
19
18
15 
22
17
19
20
16 
20 
19 
29
19
20
25 
19
15 
21
16 
28 
10
18 
21
19
20 
17 
11 
17
26 
13 
13 
24
9
13 
17
14
19 
14 
13
13
14 
12
7
16
12
15 
15 
10 
14
14 
21 
12
15
20 
12 
10
13 
11
17 
7
14
15 
12 
14 
12
7
14
18 
14
7
13
9
14
17 
14
19
13 
12
14 
14
13 
8
14
14 
16
13 
12 
16
15
20
14 
11 
14 
12 
10
14 
13
18 
10
13
15
14
13 
10
7
14 
17 
12
6
12
16
18
20
18
19
18
15 
19
17
16 
11 
13
13
18 
18 
11 
18 
18 
19 
16 
15
14 
11 
11 
19
15 
22 
10
14 
19
15
16 
10
8
19
16
15
10
11
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
3
3
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
3
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4
3
4 
2
3 
2
4
4
5
3
4
3
4 
3 
3 
1 
2 
3
3 
2
4
54
71
80
71 
90 
68 
64
72 
68
63 
43 
68 
59
71 
70 
53
72
70 
93
64
65 
75 
57 
49
71 
59 
90 
40
63
73 
61
66 
52 
34 
66 
80 
57 
38
64
C content; D o rg a n iza t io n ;
V vocabulary; · L language use;
M mechanics; T t o t a l ;
PTS p o ss ib le  to ta l  score
75
APPENDIX E
F in a l  Test Scores o f  the Sub jects
Given by the Second Scorer
S
PTS
c
30
0
20
V
20
L
25 5
T
100
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
16
21
30
21
29
26
20
22
20
18
17
29
16
21
22
15 
20 
19 
28 
21
25 
29
19
16
20 
17
26 
15 
20 
22 
15 
21
17 
15 
22 
28
18 
13 
20
11
15 
17
16 
17
13 
15
15
16 
12
7
20
12
15
15
8
14
16
17
14
15
16 
13 
10 
15
13 
19
7
14
15 
13
16
13 
7
11
18
14 
7
17
11
14
15 
18
16
14 
12
15
14
15
7 
14
14
16
15 
12 
13 
15 
18 
12
13
14 
12 
10 
14 
13 
18
8 
12
13
14
13 
8 
7
15 
20
14 
7
17
16
18
20
18
19
17
15 
17 
19
14 
11 
17 
13
17 
19 
13
18 
17 
19
16
15 
10 
11
13 
21
15 
19 
10
16
17 
15
18 
10
9
17
14
15 
10 
11
3
4 
4
4
5
2
-r
4
4
4
2
3
3
3
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
4
3
4
3
4
5
3
4
3
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1
3 
2
4
57
72 
86 
77 
86
73 
65 
73 
73
63 
44 
83
58 
72 
75
52
69
71 
86
65
72
73 
58
53 
73 
62 
87 
43
66
70 
61
71 
51 
41 
68 
81
64 
39 
69
C content; □ o rg a n iza t io n ;
V vocabu lary; L language use;
M mechanics; T t o t a l ;
PTS p o ss ib le  to ta l  score
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APPENDIX F
THE RESULTS OF WORD ASSOCIATION TESTS
Studen t Europe Russia World
01 1 1 2
02 4 2 0
03 1 4 2
04 1 5 5
05 0 1 0
06 1 5 0
07 3 4 0
08 1 1 1
09 0 0 0
iO 1 2 1
11 1 1 1
12 1 1 2
13 3 3 2
14 1 3 1
15 1 1 1
16 1 1 1
17 1 4 1
18 2 2 1
19 1 3 0
20 1 1 2
21 3 4 2
22 1 1 4
23 , 1 4 1
24 1 3 1
25 1 4 1
26 1 2 0
27 1 4 1
28 1 1 1
29 2 2 1
30 1 1 3
31 1 4 1
32 1 3 2
33 1 4 4
34 1 1 1
35 3 5 5
36 2 4 3
37 1 2 1
38 2 2 0
39 1 3 1
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